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embodied in a resolution accepted by the Legislative Council
will be much more difficult to ignore or reject than they are
now, and might seriously hamper the Ministry in the discharge
of its financial responsibility or in carrying out its own
administrative policy. The Madras Government have not been
able to devise a satisfactory solution of this question. If the
principle that only the Executive Government can propose
expenditure were applied to resolutions, it might be urged tEat
this would rule out all resolutions of importance, while to
lay down that an integral part of resolutions which, if accepted,
would involve'a definite charge on the revenues must be a
recommendation as to the new .source from which the addi-
tional charge-is to be met might equally hamper legitimate
and useful discussion and make unreasonable demands on the
financial skill of individual members. Further it may be
argued that a Ministry must protect itself by the use of its
majority. Past experience, however, does not indicate that
the solution is quite so simple. The Madras Government
recommend that it should be examined.
36. The Madras Government propose now briefly to refer
to the issue of what is known as the Meston Settlement. The
financial history of the Madras Presidency since the reforms
has in fact been dominated by the question of the provincial
contributions to which that settlement gave rise, firstly by
the prolonged efforts to secure their abolition and secondly
by their eventual remission in successive instalments. The
financial effect of these contributions on the Madras Presi-
dency may be gauged by the fact that during the period for
which they were in force Madras contributed out of its
provincial revenues a sum of Us. 1,779 lakhs to the Central
Government, Bombay, Bs. 286 lakhs and Bengal nothing at
all. This disproportionate levy of course arose in part out of
the pre-reform history of provincial settlements into which
the Madras Government do not propose to enter in detail.
They are content to point out that, if prior to the reforms,
Madras had been given the same terms as Bombay, its pro-
vincial resources would have been increased by Rs. 95 lakhs
and that this differential treatment extended also to recur-
ring and non-recurring grants out of the Government of
India's surpluses. For example in 1910-11 Madras received
a non-recurring grant of only Es. 11 lakhs out of a surplus
of Es. 251 lakhs and in the years from 1911-12 to 1919-20
Madras with a population of 41-J millions received a recur-
ring grant of only Bs. 28-50 lakhs for education, while Bengal
with a population of 45^ millions received Es. 41-81 lakhs